NOTES ON MISCELLANEOUS DocuMENTS VIII*

105. BGU I 425
The text is a list of liturgical tax collectors of Memphite villages, assigned to the second/third century. Each of
them is described by name, parent’s name, and origin. For two of them no fathers are mentioned but only
mothers: cv unt(poc) Taappdlxoc,! cv unt(poc) Gancroc. (1. 10-11, 21). Here are clippings of the two
passages:2

One may see why the editor read cvy, but the papyrus has &y, i.e. ék. The construction &k untpdc is not
uncommon in this context; cf. e.g. P.Leid.Inst. 44.11 (2™ ¢.) or SPP 20.11.16 (Memph.; 174).

106. BGU III 909 = W.Chr. 382
In this well-known petition from Philadelphia of 359, the request is introduced by 310 {10} t0070 Tdd’ £ua Ta
Bprio mdidmpi cot. This short sequence contains two problems: {10}, though the assumption of error sits
uncomfortably with the uncertainty of the reading; and 148’ €ua, which is unidiomatic Greek. A check of the
online image reveals a totally unobjectionable phrase: 814 to1 Todto tdde pov ta Pipiia; cf. P.Mert. 1T 90.18
(311) 8ud tot todto £m (apparently émy|[idmpt), P.Oxy. LXV 4492.13 (c. 311/12), P.Vind.Tand. 4.21 (313-15)
P.Sakaon 48.21 (343), P.Flor. I 323.8 (525).

107. BGU XI 2035
This is a lease, essentially a sale, of an olive crop at Psenharpsenesis, a village near Karanis, dated to 129. The
crops and their location were stated in lines 8-10: [ ]t[o]oc kapmovc T0d Vmdpyo|[vioc clot mepi
Plelvopyevii[cw tomo ()] | [ JhaAec Aeyouéve. The editor was not entirely certain whether the fruits
were olives, and he only tentatively considered reading éhai]k[o]Vc in 1. 8 (see n.). This is preferable to t[o]vc,
though not without the article, and the online image shows that there is enough room for [tovc &hailk[o]vc
koprove. The editor also noted: ‘Das Beziehungswort zu vndpyovtoc (Shaudvog, powvikdvog ?) scheint der
Schreiber vergessen zu haben’ (8—10 n.). In view of the lacuna, this is not an inevitable assumption, though the
dative Agyopéve is unsettling; cf. BGU XIII 2333.7-8 (143/4) &\aikovc [kapmodc] tod dmdpyovjtdc cov
gondvoc [ 1. Aeyopévov; PKoln XIV 579a.5-6 (3 c.) mepi] | 8¢ Pwayw dhodvoc CEvveopodpav)
Ley[ou(évov).3
More difficult is the description of the ‘rent’, which occurs in a heavily abraded part of the papyrus:

14 ~ 15 A
[ — — —Jve 100 véov kabapod ad[érov HETPNTDV

16
TECCEPAKOVTOL Ko gkactov [ KO OV e g0 acc [

The editor considered whether oil was mentioned in 1. 14, but this could not be verified and made the
identification of the fruits as olives doubtful. Arsinoite documents published subsequently offer ideas: P.Mich.
IX 561.14-15 (102) ¢bpov 10D movtoc Ehaiov | [EA]atvov H[A]ctod véov k[a]0[op]od 4déro(v); BGU XIII
2333.10-14 (143/4) ¢bpov &railov gloivov véou [kobapod dd]dAov DAictod | petpntdv tmdv [ ] kol
éhatoc gylelkthic aptofdv dvo kal émrydpatoc ekdc|[to petpnth (cf. P.Ryl. I1 97.5). Before véov in 1. 14, it is
possible to read [VA]ictod, which settles the issue. The extra payment called éniyvua would be mentioned in 1.

* Continued from ZPE 218 (2021) 158—62. The online images mentioned in these notes are accessible through papyri.info.

Jxwoc ed. pr., but 1. 11 is written in ekthesis. The correction to Taapudyloc is due to Y. Broux: see TM

GhostnamelD 1998.

2 Credit for image clippings: © Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung. Scan: Berliner
Papyrusdatenbank, P 7334.

3 The name of the village precedes the reference to the olive groves also in SB XXII 15346.9 (88/9) mepi kdunv] Pevapyévncv
Shardvay (but kduny is otiose), or P.Mich. IX 561.8-10 (102) v vrap|[xd]viev cot ... tepi Kep|[ke]codya haidvoc dpo[vpldv
8bo.
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16, and ¢ may be read in the expected place; the other traces are ambiguous. At the start of 1. 17, kotvoA®V is
compatible with the traces, but the reading of the rest of the line must remain tentative. Incorporating a few
other new readings, I propose the following text:

13 16

4 14 ~ A 1 A
traces £hoiov é]Aaiv[ov] [OA]ictoD véov kabapod Gd[éhov] '° petpntdv teccepdiovta [ ]
A9 , e 7/ ~ 17 ~ / \ A 7/ ) ~
xal enyopatfo]c exderov pet[pntod] koTvAdY 3V0 Kol EAdac Ekhexth[c]

‘... forty metretai of strained, new, pure, unadulterated olive oil, an extra amount of two kotylai for each metretes,
and of choice olive(s) ...’

108. P.Athen. 16
This is the top part of a lease of land in Theadelphia. It was said to commence in year 3 of Antoninus Pius,
which suggests that it was drawn up late in year 2 (= 138/9; cf. R. Ziegler, ZPE 106 (1995) 189 = BL X 234),
probably in summer 139. The prescript was read thus: ‘Hpoidt ITdmov peta kvpi[ov 10d] dvdpdc | “Hpwvoc 10d
[ Joo[ ]|mapa Hpa[kAiélove [tlod [ . ano] thc | (1l. 1-4). BL III 216 records a conjecture
for 11. 3-4, ano] tiic avtic KMUNC, but Arsinoite leases of this period do not normally specify the origin of the
lessee. A closer look at the passage with the help of a digital image results a different reading: TIépco]v Thc |
ém[yloviic, a common description of lessees at that time; among leases from Theadelphia, cf. P.Soter. 4.2-3
(87) or P.Heid. IV 329.6 (105/6).
Other problems come up in lines 6—10, which were edited as follows:

6 » / ~A N & L) ~ ’ 7T 9w /o 9 9\ A~ 3 ’ ’ 8
apovpOC TPEIC N OCOL £V MOCL PEW copary(1t) elc €t 1p[to nuic(?)]v amo tod gifco]v(t]oc tpi-

b H ’ ’ ~ 7 ) 9 ’ A2 / s ¥ [ S ~
tov (€touc) Avtovivouv Kaicapoc tod k[vpliov, €k- @oplov thc ap[ovpnc] kat’ €toc gkdactnc [Tvplod
0o

The duration of the lease is a problem. The editor recorded Zucker’s suggestion to read t[pia &]AAa instead of
tp[io fjpic(?)Jv in 1. 7, but he conceded that neither reading is secure; cf. also J. C. Shelton, ZPE 14 (1974) 50
(= BL VII 229). The papyrus does not have tp but 1€, and the word ends with a sequence of two broken alphas
with a descender in between: téccapa is suggested. It also emerges that pewd copay(idi) in 1. 6 hangs from &v,
missed in the edition, and that tRc dp[odpnc] in 1. 9 is a misreading for to0 navtdc, so that the hyperbaton
created by ékdctnc may be eliminated. In sum, I read:

6 ’ ~ N & 9\ o) 2 ~ ’ 7T ” / s\ ~ ’ ’ ’ 8
apovpac Tpelc N Ocal €0V OCt €V Hed copay(idt) glc €N téccapa amo ToL €1COVTOC TPl- oV
” ) ’ ’ ~ ’ ) 9 ’ ~ \ s W [ 9 , 10

(etovuc) Avtovivov Kaicapoc tob k[vp]iov, k-~ @OpPLlov TOL TAVTOC KAT £TOC EKACTNC OPOV- pnlc

109. P.Harr. I 89
The sum paid in this receipt (misnamed a ‘Cheque to a Banker’), dated to 115, is said to be 300 drachmas 4
obols. It is mentioned three times; the edition reads (8poypoc) T, & (OPorovc) | (yiverar) (Spoyual) T, &
(6Porot) dpay(pac) Tpraxocioc, téccapac dBorovc (1. 5-7). The order number + obols is anomalous; in a text

of this kind, the number should not precede the monetary unit but follow it, as in the case of drachmas.
[ 100, GN1-R) , A T, TR

M Pl
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The oddity disappears if read the last word is 0Bordc, that is, (Spoyuac) & (0Borov), | (yivovor) (Spaypat) o
(6Pordc), dpay(uac) tplakocioc téc|capac OBoAdc. The payment is for 304 drachmas 1 obol.

110. P.Iand. III 44
This fragmentary text was published under the title Cautio pecuniae mutuae acceptae and was assigned to the
sixth/seventh century. No provenance was recorded. The concluding lines were printed as follows:
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buoloyd Eoynxévar Aéye]mooyeleies) yovood voulop(eve) e
L bg mpdxeiTar xail) énodwow ra[vrlg, oxdrav Po[v-
In)8eing =al
wodg Goq@di(siav) memoinued] Te[vely Ty an[d(daikw)]. O¢..[..]..
[..]0
Epoape dmtp adrod yoduu(are) ui sid]drog.
00 duod zov Jelva ] frsdaddy. . ..........
The sum borrowed, 11 solidi, is very high, especially if it was an advance (mpoypein). A check of the online
image shows this to be false: the number of the solidi is lost. At the end of 1. 9, the papyrus has vopucpdria; the
first alpha is almost indistinct, as in ozdtav in 1. 10. We should accordingly supply vouicpdtio 7 instead of
vopicpota o in the lacuna in 1. 2. The image also reveals that the text requires further revision; 1. 11-13 may
be presented as follows:

[ .20 Avprir]io[c] Mnvac [vioc] @codw[plov a&ifw]belc
[Eypaya Ve avTOD dypappdtov dlvtoc.
[T 61 €uod do&évov copPoratoypdeov] Eteletmon.

Menas son of Theodorus signed on behalf of illiterates in a number of Oxyrhynchite texts, which range in date
from 530 to 538, when exactly dated; see P.Oxy. LXXXIII 5367.6—7 n. The formula in 1. 12 is restored on the
basis of the others written by Menas. It is more difficult to reconstruct the lost beginning of 1. 11, which may
have contained something similar to P.Oxy. LXXXIII 5368.9-10 xai cop@(wvel) pot | mdvto oc npdi(eitar)
Kol émep(@tnOeic) opor(dynca) kol améi(vca).

The texts that feature Menas were subscribed by the notary Philoxenus, who sometimes combines a Greek
with a Latinate signature. The Latinate signature, which was shorter, must have preceded the Greek in the lost
left-hand part of the document. See further P.Oxy. LXXXIII 5367.8 n.

The creditor was the ‘Holy Church’, which may now be placed in Oxyrhynchus. P.Oxy. XVI 1900 (528),
a receipt for an axle supplied by the ‘catholic’ church of Oxyrhynchus, is also signed by Philoxenus. The
church is under the local bishop, whose Ogo@ikeia is mentioned in the text (1. 15, 17). This attribute of the
bishop appears also in P.Iand. III 44.2 ap[d] thc budv Ogopireiac. The two texts belong to the same dossier.

111. P.Mich. XV 743

I discussed this text in ZPE 150 (2004) 198 (= BL XIII 140), but there is more that calls for comment. It is an
Oxyrhynchite sale of wine on delivery datable to 622, in which 6 solidi are paid as the price of oivov nevta-
E(ectiaia) en(kdpata) meviakdcio d[exan]évi[e] (1. 15). The abbreviation for cn(kdpata) is unusual, but the
image shows that 1 should be read as k and that there is something between ¢ and « that is clearly not n. I
propose to read cuk(opata), 1. cn-; for the spelling, cf. P.Oxy. XIV 1720.5 (6™ ¢.) coxdparo. It also appears
that the reading of d[exan]évt[e] rests on a mistaken estimate of the space; it would be preferable to read
nevtokocio evi[nkovta]. The sale concerned 550 measures of wine.

112. P.Mich. XV 753
This is the upper part of a private letter assigned to the second/third century. The message conveyed is riddled
by a textual difficulty: oc éhdincdc pormept  p . () | éctv Ontok(d) n dpcevika n. KoA®DC | Sidkevtal To
npdPata (1. 2—4). The image shows two short uprights before p; p is followed by o, with its left part mostly
abraded, and another letter is written above it. The writer abbreviates by superscription (1. 1, tyuota’; 1. 3,
fnAv"), and this must be another abbreviation. I propose to read mpofi(dtwv): ‘as you told me about the sheep,
there are 8 female, 8 male. The sheep are in good condition.’

The letter continues, NAOv pot | gic Epydran amd ko (1. 4-5). €pydron was taken as an error for épydnc,
but this would be an odd one, even more so if taken with the uncertain gic that precedes it. The writing of gic
looks different from eic in the next line; in fact, the papyrus has oi, with omicron made in two movements, as
in mpbPora in 1. 4. One further change is needed in 1. 4: the papyrus has N"A@av, the form of the third person
plural aorist of &pyopat that became the norm in later Greek. In sum, read MAOdv pot | oi épydrat dmd Ko, ‘the
workers have come to me since the 21st’.
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113. P.Prag. III 211

This is a sworn declaration of land, probably from the Fayum (dubiously associated with Theadelphia in the
edition), assigned to 298-305. It concerns ‘royal and private sowable land’, Bact]A[xf]c kol iSioTIKAC YAc
cropipnc (1. 9). There would seem to be two further references to sowable land: yf]c cropipunc Emmédov amo
idww|[tik]ic yfic (10f), and yii]c cmopipunc aviintiki[c] @4[n]o idw|[tiki]c yfic (12f). cmopiunc seems
superfluous, but the online image (http://www.psi-online.it/documents/pprag;3;211) shows that the papyrus
has @opiunc, ‘productive’, in 1. 10; @[o]piunc should also be read in 1. 12. It is worth noting that there is no
other text in which land is described as éninedoc or dviAntikn.

Apart from arable land, the declaration refers to olive trees: dmo idiwt[ikA]c yic Ehay(@v) vy (1. 14). The
correct reading is élat[a]t v¢; cf. P.Cair.Isid. 2.14f. (298) and {|diwtikiic yfic haioc gikocitéccapec. The note
ad loc. refers to ‘the deduction of PCair.Isid. 2, pp. 33-34, that in the initial census of 297 olive groves (and
orchards and vineyards) were declared in terms of number of trees, while in subsequent returns they were
declared in terms of the area which they occupied’. If this holds, the declaration was filed for the same census
as P.Cair.Isid. 2 and may be dated to 298. Contrast P.Cair.Isid. 3.15f. and 30, from one year later (299):
Ehoudvoc Qopipov amd iSwtikic yAc ... ap(ovpnc) S'ABES .

114. P.Prag. I1I 219
This Arsinoite lease of the later sixth century concerns | dpodpac dc £av dcwv (1. 5); the editor notes, ‘[t]he
numeral cannot be read’. oc is unexpected in this context and does not yield good sense: ‘as they may be’?
The online image (http://www.psi-online.it/documents/pprag;3;219) shows that there is too much ink for o,
and that it is possible to read the common phrase Scac £dv dctv, ‘as many as they may be’. The number of the
aruras was not specified. The lease was to run for seven years; in 1. 6, we have éni éntaém (€nta € ed. pr.)
ypdvov (1. xpdvov).

115. PSI XIII 1335

This is a third-century business letter written in fairly elaborate Greek. A few years ago, it was reported that
additional fragments were found, the most important textual gain being the address on the back: Ailimt
‘Opdvin Emrpdnm Ailiov Appodeiciov and Movcaiov (BOEP 5.1; AnPap 26 (2014) 254). Mousaios would be
the writer of the letter, but the image shows that the writer was not mentioned in the address: the papyrus has
and Movceiov. Aelius Aphrodisius was a member of the Museum of Alexandria; for the expression, cf. e.g.
P.Oxy. L 3564.2 (235). He does not appear to be attested elsewhere; the known members of the Museum are
not many (the list in N. Lewis, On Government and Law in Roman Egypt 1557, goes back to 1981, but there
have been very few accretions since then), which makes the discovery of the new fragments all the more
welcome.

116. Pap. Congr. XXVII, p. 964
This papyrus bears the top of a document addressed AvpnAim T'épovtt ko[c(unthi)] ev(Onvidpyn) Apcuvonc)
(1. 1); it was assigned to the early fourth century. The name and combination of titles of the addressee are
unusual, but the published photograph (p. 963) shows that we should read AdpnAiie Tepoviio ctp(atny®d)
Apci(vottov). The strategus Gerontius was known from P.Amh. II 138 = M.Chr. 342.1 (late 326); it is
remarkable that the way of abbreviating ctp(atny®) is the same in both texts.

The nominal author of the text is Aurelius Posidonius, BovAgvtic and &vapyoc mpdravic of Arsinoe. The
Arsinoite Tpomohirevduevoc Fl. Posidonius is attested in documents of 353 and 360 (see ZPE 191 (2014) 198).
It cannot be ruled out that we are dealing with the same person.

In 1. 5, for kavmiha read kavtiiac, 1. kavOiiac.

117. SB XVIII 13235
This Hawara papyrus (inv. 238) is a property declaration addressed to Apollonios and Theon, record-keepers
of the Arsinoite nome (I. 1, Bupio(edra&t) évkticewv) under Vespasian. The date derives from 1. 7,
Avto]kpdropoc K[a]icapoc Ovecraciavod Cefactod, and may be placed between 69 und 28.i.78 (BL XIII
218). The last extant line (13), described as a ‘docket’, was printed as ]| «al év Ba [. What was read as
Ba [ stands on a separate fragment that may not belong where it was placed, and there is yet another piece.



Notes on Miscellaneous Documents VIII 5

Next to the declaration on the same cardboard frame, glued upside down in relation to it, is inv. 239, which

This is a subscription, in a different hand frm the de‘claration, which may be read as follows:

katake]y[o(pictan)] (Eter)  A[vto]kpd[t]opoc Kaicap[oc
Ovecmacioavod] CePactod, [Tay[vt

Ovecractovod could also have been written in the line above, with the last line inset. A similar sub-
scription, perhaps in the same hand, is found in P.Lond. II 146.21f. (ed. W. G. Claytor, BASP 57 (2020) 22f.),
also addressed to Apollonios and Theon and dated 6 March 74. The Hawara papyrus offers the latest
attestation of these officials (cf. Claytor, 24): Payni in Year 7 of Vespasian ran from 26 May to 24 June 75.4

118. SB XVIII 13764

This is a cession of two plots of catoecic land in Karanis, assigned to 148—61. On the boundaries of one of
these plots, there is yépcoc év N cnd[pi]or oivikec (1. 13), translated as ‘dry land on which there are date-
palms fit for being fructuated’. The editor, P. J. Sijpesteijn, noted that the partly restored phrase was also read
in CPR 1 45.7, and he referred to M. Schnebel, Die Landwirtschaft im hellenistischen Agypten (1925) 296 n. 1,
for the meaning of crdpwuot @oivikec. A check of the original made on his behalf indicated that the papyrus
read cropaitot goivikec. He noted (Tyche 1 (1986) 182): ‘omopaiog does not occur in the papyri to date but is
listed in LSJ® with the same meaning as ondpipoc; omo[pai]ot may be the correct supplement in the present
text also.’

Schnebel thought that gotvikec ctépipor are ‘solche, die befruchtet werden kénnen’, on the analogy of yf
cropipn. This is wrong, however, for factual as well as linguistic reasons; land will be sown, but standing trees
will not be made to yield fruit through sowing. Sijpesteijn himself had found a different solution a few years
earlier, but this was apparently forgotten. In ZPE 49 (1982) 115 n. 1, he wrote that the Vienna papyrus, cited
from its re-edition as SPP XX 21, had cop[d]di01. A check of the online image confirms this reading.’

We may then restore cro[pddi]ot in SB XVIII 13764.13; the reference is to dry land with scattered date-
palm trees. The same word occurs in P.Petaus 17.4 and 13 (184), which offered the basis for the earlier
correction to SPP XX 21; on this term, see further P.Bagnall 9.14 n.

119. SB XXII 15367

This is a full edition of P.Oxy. I 206, a receipt for payment of a money advance dated to 535. The recipient is
described as yewp(y®) thc te pny(avic) kolovu(évne) | Mikp(od) IMeco kol thc pny(avic) I160(ov)
Aeyou(évne) tdv Zomddvm[v] év 1(®) Ady(®) mpoypeioc (11. 1-2). P. J. Sijpesteijn, CE 70 (1995) 196, noted that
the phrase &v ©(®) Ady(®) npoypeioc is ‘strange’; he added: ‘I wonder whether the letters evt( ) are not part of
the name of the farm of Path.” Z@ddvw[v] is also an unusual name. The online image shows that the correct
reading of the text is T@v {dwv adt[(0D) EOaplévi(wv); the papyrus is broken into two along the middle, and
the gap between the two fragments is bigger than suggested by the image. The phrase recurs in P.Oxy. XVI
1912.144 (566) 1@V (Oo[v avtod ehapévi(mv) Ao]ym mpoxpeiac, where it was restored from 11. 148 and 150
and then supported by P.Oxy. XVIII 2195.139-40 (576/7) Aoyo npoypeioc tdv (owv adtod popévimy.

Nikolaos Gonis, Department of Greek and Latin, University College London, London WCI1E 6BT
n.gonis@ucl.ac.uk

4 My thanks to Graham Claytor for comments on this note, and to Ben Henry for the composite clipping.

5 BL VIII 461 records the correction proposed in Tyche 1 (1986) 182 ‘gegen Z.P.E. 49 (1982), S. 115, Anm. 1°, but this ‘gegen’
is gratuitous, as the Tyche article contains no reference to the reading proposed in ZPFE 49.

6 It occurs in a passage that runs amd yépco(v) duméi(ov) HmoA(dyov) . . . (Gpovpac) P &v aic dum(ehot) cn[o]pddiot kod EAdva
kol €repo gutd (1. 3—4; sim. 12-14). The same phrase occurs in P.Stras. IX 864.4, where the editor resolves &v 1 dum(élov)
cmopad(ec) (dpovpnc) o £ n'; dum(ehot) seems preferable, while cropdd(1ot) is an alternative to cropdd(ec).



